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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of the Claims 

1 . Claims 1 -22, 25, and 26 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to the rejections made under § 1 03(a) 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues: "One of skill 
in the art would lack a motivation to combine the teachings of [the references] to 
produce Applicant's invention." Remarks, 12. An explicit motivation is no longer 
required in making a combination of references under § 103. The analysis provided in 
an obviousness rejection "need not seek out precise teachings directed to the 
challenged claim's specific subject matter...." KSR Int'l Co. vs. Teleflex, Inc., 550 U.S. 
398, 41 1 (2007). "In determining whether the subject matter of a patent claim is 
obvious, neither the particular motivation nor the avowed purpose of the patentee 
controls." Id. at 413. Explicit reasons to combine the references' teachings are 
provided in the rejections below, and the particular findings have not been disputed by 
argument or evidence. 

3. Applicant also argues that the references do not teach how to implement their 
respective teachings together. Remarks, 12. However, such details are not recited in 
the rejected claims. Moreover, "[t]he test for obviousness is not whether the features of 
a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary 
reference.... Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of those references would 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art." In re Keller, 642 F.2d 41 3, 425, 208 
USPQ 871 , 881 (CCPA 1 981 ). See also In re Sneed, 71 0 F.2d 1 544, 1 550, 218 USPQ 
385, 389 (Fed. Cir. 1983) ("[l]t is not necessary that the inventions of the references be 
physically combinable to render obvious the invention under review."); and In re Nievelt, 
482 F.2d 965, 179 USPQ 224, 226 (CCPA 1973) ("Combining the teachings of 
references does not involve an ability to combine their specific structures."). 
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4. Applicant argues that the references "teach away from a single comprehensive 
system." Remarks, 12. The references all disclose related features in the art of 
processing air travel reservation data. These features could have been combined by 
one of ordinary skill in the art without changing their principles of operation or rendering 
them inoperable for its intended purpose, in accordance with the undisputed factual 
findings presented in the rejections below. The remaining arguments against the 
references individually are unpersuasive for reasons of record. Specifically, one cannot 
show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. Accordingly, the rejections are maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 -5, 7-1 0, 1 2-1 6, 1 8-21 , 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bushold, et al., U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2004/0230481 
(Reference A of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 201 1 041 9) in view of Zirngibl, et al., U.S. 
Pat. No. 6,836,537 (Reference A of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20120305) and 
Quackenbush, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,512,964 (Reference A of the PTO-892 part of 
paper no. 20100317) 

7. As per claim 1 , Bushold teaches a method comprising the steps of: interacting 
with a user via an automated system (1f 0024); authenticating said user utilizing one or 
more forms of identification data provided by said user to said automated system (ff 
0024, 32); querying an awards database to determine whether an awards account is 
associated with said user (ff 0024-25, 32); acquiring itinerary data from said user (f 
0036); querying an itinerary database with said itinerary data and receiving a plurality of 
itineraries (f 0036); providing to said user said plurality of itineraries (f 0036); receiving 
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from said user a selection of an initial itinerary from said plurality of itineraries (f 0036); 
querying said awards database and determining if said user's awards account contains 
sufficient awards for said initial itinerary 0029, 37); providing to said user an 
alternative itinerary for which said user's account contains sufficient awards (f f 0036- 
37; Figs. 4-5); receiving from said user a selection of said alternative itinerary (ff 0036- 
37; Figs. 4-5); and ticketing or holding said alternative itinerary (f 0036). 

Bushold does not teach that the system used to interact with a user is an 
automated interactive voice response system; which is taught by Zirngibl (col. 8, line 
52 — col. 9, line 37). Since each individual element and its function are shown in the 
prior art, albeit shown in separate references, the difference between the claimed 
subject matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the 
very combination itself — that is, in the substitution of the automated interactive voice 
response system in Zirngibl for the automated systems used to interface with the user 
taught by Bushold. The systems share similar purposes and functions, and are both 
disclosed as processing the same types of user account and travel-related data. It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to incorporate an automated interactive voice response system because it is 
merely the simple substitution of one known element for another that could be 
implemented through routine engineering producing predictable results. 

Bushold also does not teach prompting said user to enter baggage data; 
acquiring baggage data from said user; querying a baggage database with said 
baggage data for information in said baggage database; and providing said information 
to said user. However, these elements are taught by Quackenbush (col. 3, lines 56-60; 
col. 4, lines 26-63). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art to incorporate these features for the same reason they are useful in 
Quackenbush— namely, to track passenger baggage. Moreover, it is merely a 
combination of old elements in the art of travel services. In the combination, no element 
would serve a purpose other than it already did independently, and one skilled in the art 
would have recognized that the combination could have been implemented through 
routine engineering producing predictable results. 
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8. As per claim 2, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Bushold further teaches confirming said selected itinerary (f 0026). 

9. As per claim 3, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Bushold further teaches placing said selected itinerary on hold (f 
0026); and providing said user a reference number indicative of said itinerary (f 0026; 
Fig. 5). 

10. As per claim 4, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Zirngibl further teaches said user interacts with said automated 
interactive voice response system utilizing vocal responses (f 0010); which would have 
been obvious to incorporate for the same reasons as in claim 1 above. 

11. As per claim 5, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Zirngibl further teaches assigning seats to said user for said selected 
itinerary (f f 01 1 0, 290). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to incorporate this feature because it is merely a 
combination of old elements in the art of travel services. In the combination, no element 
would serve a purpose other than it already did independently, and one skilled in the art 
would have recognized that the combination could have been implemented through 
routine engineering producing predictable results. 

12. As per claim 7, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Bushold further teaches said itinerary data includes one or more of 
the group consisting of a departure date, an arrival date, a departure time, an arrival 
time, departure location, arrival destination, number of passengers, class of service, and 
seating preference (f 0036; Fig. 4). 

1 3. As per claim 8, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 as 
described above. Zirngibl further teaches said identification data is biometric data (f f 
001 0, 1 86-92). It would have been prima facie obvious to incorporate voice data as 
identification data because it is the simple substitution of one type of identification data 
for another (i.e., the types used by Bushold). Both types of identification data are 
disclosed in the art as elements to properly discern the identity of a travel customer. 
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Based upon the level of skill displayed in the references, this substitution could have 
been implemented through routine engineering producing predictable results. 

14. As per claim 9, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 8 as 
described above. Zirngibl further teaches that the identification data is voice data (f f 
0192, 223); which would have been obvious to incorporate for the same reasons as in 
claim 8 above. 

1 5. As per claim 1 0, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 
as described above. Bushold further teaches wherein said identification data is at least 
one of the group consisting of a user's name, a personal identification number, a social 
security number, a telephone number, a birth date, and a frequent flyer number (f f 
0010, 32). 

1 6. As per claim 1 2, Bushold teaches a method comprising the steps of: interacting 
with a user via an automated system (f 0024); authenticating said user utilizing one or 
more forms of identification data provided by said user to said automated system (f f 
0024, 32); utilizing said identification data to access an awards account (ff 0024, 32); 
querying an awards database to determine whether an awards account is associated 
with said user (ff 0024-25, 32); acquiring itinerary data from said user (f 0036); 
querying an itinerary database with said itinerary data (f 0036); providing to said user 
one or more itineraries (f 0036); prompting said user to select an initial itinerary from 
said plurality of itineraries (f 0036); querying an awards database to determine if said 
user's awards account contains sufficient awards for said itinerary (ff 0029, 37); 
providing to said user an alternative itinerary for which said user's account contains 
sufficient awards (ff 0036-37; Figs. 4-5); receiving from said user a selection of said 
alternative itinerary (ff 0036-37; Figs. 4-5); prompting said user to ticket or hold said 
selected itinerary (ff 0026, 37); ticketing or holding said itinerary (f 0036). 

Bushold does not teach that the system used to interact with a user is an 
automated interactive voice response system; which is taught by Zirngibl (col. 8, line 
52— col. 9, line 37) and would have been obvious to incorporate for the same reasons 
as in claim 1 above. Bushold also does not teach prompting said user to enter baggage 
data; acquiring baggage data from said user; and querying a baggage database with 
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said baggage data for information in said baggage database; and providing said 
information to said user; which are taught by Quackenbush (col. 3, lines 56-60; col. 4, 
lines 26-63) and would have been obvious to incorporate for the same reasons as in 
claim 1 above. 

Examiner also notes that in the reply filed August 13, 2009, Applicant traversed 
the restriction of claims 1-1 1 from claims 12-22 by setting forth that the inventions are 
obvious variants of each other. The additions to claim 12 contained the same 
limitations as the additions to claim 1 in the replies filed February 5, 201 0, February 1 2, 
201 1 , and August 26, 201 1 . As such, Applicant's statement on the record clearly 
indicates claims 1 2-22 are not patentably distinct from claims 1 -1 1 rejected above, and 
are therefore rejected on the same grounds for the same reasons. 

1 7. As per claims 1 3-1 6 and 1 8-21 , Bushold in view of Zimgibl and Quackenbush 
teaches the elements of analogous claims 2-5 and 7-10 (see citations and obviousness 
rationale for claims 2-5 and 7-1 0 above). 

1 8. As per claim 25, Bushold in view of Zimgibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 1 2 
as above. Zirngibl further teaches said automated services are provided by an airline 
(col. 8, line 52— col. 9, line 37), which would have been obvious to incorporate because, 
as shown in Zirngibl, it is old and well known for airlines to provide automated services. 
The combination of providing the services by an airline could have been implemented 
by the known methods shown in the applied references, and would yield only the same 
predictable results. 

1 9. As per claim 26, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches claim 25 
as above. Bushold further teaches said user is a customer of said airline (fl 0004). 

20. Claims 6 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bushold, et al. in view of Zirngibl, et al. and Quackenbush, et al. as applied to claims 1 
and 12 above, further in view of Trader, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 5,854,837 (Reference B of 
the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20070406). 

21 . As per claims 6 and 1 7, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches 
claims 1 and 12 as described above. The references do not teach that the user is 
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transferred to an operator upon request; which is taught by Trader (col. 1 , line 23). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to incorporate the user is transferred to the operator upon request in order to 
give the user additional help or information (as taught by Trader; col. 1 , line 24). 
Moreover, this is merely a combination of old elements in the art of providing telephonic 
services. In the combination no element would have served a function other than it 
already did independently, and one skilled in the art would have recognized that the 
combination could be implemented through routine engineering producing predictable 
results. 

22. Claims 1 1 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bushold, et al. in view of Zirngibl, et al. and Quackenbush, et al. as applied to 
claims 1 and 12 above, further in view of Lambert, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,282,649 
(Reference D of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20070406). 

23. As per claims 1 1 and 22, Bushold in view of Zirngibl and Quackenbush teaches 
claims 1 and 12 as described above. The references do not explicitly teach said awards 
database is a look-up table; which is taught by Lambert (col. 1 , line 58). It would have 
been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate said awards database is a look-up table in order to identify a user and 
his/her access authority (as taught by Lambert; col. 1 , lines 58-60). Moreover, this is 
merely the simple substitution of one type of database (the LUT in Lambert) for another 
(the database in Bushold), that could have been implemented through routine 
engineering producing predictable results. 

Conclusion 

24. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL VETTER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1366. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 9am - 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on (571) 272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/DANIEL VETTER/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3628 



